a. -33004/98 


3fRH 



REGD. NO. D. L.-33004/98 


5RT 




Zhz (Baxette of 

FYTPAnpnmAPv W 


EXTRAORDINARY 

*n*T in—^n>» 4 
PART ra—Section 4 






Bi P r ^i R ^ untiftm 

PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 




i '’j3- E- 


X-' 


#> 62] ^ ftwft, #fmR, 30, i998/3nnrpm 9 .1920 

No. 62] NEW DELHI, MONDAY, NOVEMBER 30,1998/AGRAHAYANA 9,1920 


H8NTH U^Wj bnf^4i<'''l 

30 ^PTraR, 1998 

U1I»T TUW / im ^ 2fi’/56/97-^ n VT HB19 TH 3Tfaf^, 1963 (1963 ^ 38)tro48 ^ I f l TP^T I ^ 

■=prt»rep WT ■=*nR (n^ 1UT’ft .... 

vim 

*i*n!p Rwiift 1^* %«> .... ftr-anfttmt 

(H»T »IR ’ftnw) 

«n^fi 

(27 1998 

*(C *ii44ii 'I'f 1996^97 ^ atPffH <?v9 ft Mk UNI<I 4it Pi*40 4tii ’^TRT ( HM 

■ft ^) ft TrFm^Jfi TTRim ft ftftftr % i 

2. w MWimft' Ml(l<r«bftt’ji’!Wmft'PPm'W!ft'9TftTORf^'J111<<lll ■qiT’OfTft)arftvi +11*0-08: 

’nft Tf'im ft ■ft Ptiy, ct') I ‘snftmR'Ji ■ft >^4 inoft ft ftmtt ft ironft 'Bpn I’^'h •nfT ^ci 

1 ’JJRt ■fttvm ■RatTPm % fftft H5|I61‘4 ft 'Wlft ft '^TOUF ft ft ■fft TT'ITft ft fftm ft ■f^ 

ft ■RVT ifrTTj ^ R6nir ft ar^RR ■inft ^Rft ■jq; ■sofft^R^i aftim fftfti ft ■jr Rmft ■<r aftt Rnftnft ft) i 


3211 01/98 


( 1 ) 






2 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III— Sec. 4] 


^iw f :- 


(i) ^ Ptn friT t^TT an? ^ ^ 

arro ^ ntn t I ijn an? ^ ^ #t 

5?r^ Ftnr I 

(ii) nfinwrf W ^ ?Enf^rw tr^ Tjn ^ <it % 
nRT T^fnr I ^ an? ^ n^nl^nn ^ ^nnff^t ^j?% ^ ^ 
ann^ft ar^ I 

(iii) qRnl^H n ^ nmn 231.39 
elft I trn an? ^ ^ annft ^ ^ 30 ^ 

ftjnr I aft? 201.39 ^o tj^t ^ 

^ ~ F q 4 t anni 5fenT ^mnp fNV f^l^tn ?twTnt % 

T1TP ?rt[ ^ ^jer^ I 


"art xrn tjn ^ 5 T?t arf^nj^ ?nnf^ n? 
nnT? cf^ in b? ^g?f«m nro nni 1 

an? ^ ^ sfei^it «f)t m?^ ^ ^ ^,nf^ 

^ uKin r ^ ^ ar^wT I ^ an? ^ tjcT ^ ^ ^ ^an 

% anntt ?inf^ n? nni? ^ ^?Ttf>?T ^ I 

TTTTan?^^^trn^^^^ ^nnrr 
^Pt ^ ^P?^ % ^^T?p^ un Tjf^ ^ ?nT ^ w% arfim 

?Tf^ ^ ^ ^ ^?nP?T ^ ^tt I 


(iv) w vjf^ ^ '^nnn »jnnH 

^PT ^fiiitn zT ^p?^ ^ nRnt^Tnr Tjf^mrarf % nnm % an? 




[MFT III—4] 
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^ T»H irrn ^^^^ ^T»ft f^d«( ^ vn^r 

vSTHfit a^ 3>fhr ^ ^cim % vh^tt Tif^ ^in 

muiflldl TWT ari^RjR 7TOT ^ I 

(V) TIK STR ^ TJ^ ?rm Tttt ift ^ Tpt 
tJICVJe^h TPTRlf # WWF\\ WR % ^-4 A 

^ ^ ^ I 

VfT Encvje^b ?RR 

4) sr^TTR qiRiqj TnftwT aA? q^^unifl trrtIvr % 

?frt 1 


(Vi) Ene5fjc«b 3RRif % trt sir 4t 

trt tpr 4t ^ 3RT ^ vmH ^ 4t ^fT?iFT ^j>tm trr 
4jt Tj^ ^ fir I 

(vii) 4JT f^RfR %?lcT TJK STR 

^ ft f^lRT Trm f ^R^ ^ yifijlM % 3 rt 

IRt^arf vlMeittl «tb'?li|l ^3TT?TT f ^ TR 3TR 4t TJoT % M 7I Hvi 

^ fe^TT RT TPIRTT f I ^R^ ^ 3RRqcTT Tjft WTR ^ 

^ ^ am l^t XRT ^ a<i4Viitbtii ^r thri aRt Tnft 
afT^RWdiart g>t ^ctri ^ wrf^i^Rrn I 

(viii) ^ ?rnRT % wetr 

TT^ tR x^t ^ TTRPCr W?Jc^ «5RJ?T Tf>trn I 

4. ^ 96-97 % ^ WHR ^ f^raif^rT 

'>TT# ^ 577 TfRc^ 5ft^ girt m IRmPT %TTT 

RFTT f ;- 

(i) ^ ^ ^ vt€t % fityR 'Enevjc^ trr 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA ; EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III —Sec. 4] 


^ TT1>RT ^ WHT^ ^ TTlftcT fti^TT 

vimpn I 

(ii) iWT 3Rr jrm ^ ^ ^ ^ 

arf^RT h^trh^t wmlf % ftmr 

I 

(iil) W WT WTT ^ 

anqnsTr ^ 3n7 4t 

sr^ im ?mj tut ipt ift ¥irfir<H 

OTTW I 

5. 3R% w^?TRr % ^ fcren«nTq^ ^ % 

tM 4 xyq xih 'ft ^ ^ PlRf^d H'f^tftTJbV’Ti ft>TT ^ :- 

(i) qft TWRT f^RTRi c^ ^ 

7T% ^ 11 f%?T«r ^T ^jrmr frqift?n frnrr % ^FTB^ft 

^ yTEnf^d C^lT TFT I 

(ii) tllCTjc^ qft 'T'TFTT TWftdT WR ^ 

^t^- 4 ^ Hrayn) ^ ar^HR qft vmft 11 

TT'TFftm FTTtR ^ ^TF qf^WRT qft TT^ # 
'ftcT 'tlfll<fi Sny ^ FTT HwHl ft RTT I 

W ^rftt^fTTT qrTRT fW f^rftt qtR ft 'cTTTIcT 
WrT Wt-qJcTTftlf % ^ Fift f I '■EirerypjT cTRcT 4r^' 

% fttd Tm^ FW qilft ftt TTTfftcT ^ Rift I ^Rgd; ^RT 
Trf%W ^ fim TrFTTFW (^To^ptroHo) ?fft fffty fftftTTqJ ( TR 3nT ift 
TJcf ) fti TTITT ^ ftcITJT ft FTT ^ tR fcrf^ TR ft TTF^ ^ ftt I 





[HH III—-^5^4] 


'ITOf TTSTH ; aroiW'’! 
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(iii) 3TR ^ ^ ^-5 % tftcr 

THTRir ^i>T arcTTT ^ f^rfW ^ 

^ # I 

sft^ ^ arrtr ^ wth ^ 

^ f^wf^RT ^ ^ ^Jj^TOT ^ ^ ^ I 

(Iv) qtcT TPm Tf)i ^l^ TiFc^ i^racT fi»>TT ttit C^ 
3rtT TnrihR ^ ^ ^ 11 ^3^ 

tliii ^ dl^ia % yfl^T WicS ^7^ f^vtn ^ TRIRTTI 

(V) ^l<i^c<j> wn A TRW WcR ^ ^ ^xft^ 

virm ^ sTR ^ ifTT irm ^ trt ^ I ^ 
Ti5t Tf^ ^ fliRfd WEiTTR sft? srgrMnr.RTf 

Trq^iRTR.srfT^nrm v3wm snl^ q r g a t]Tq> 
wrr ^ ^ ^ trR TTO 

trht stwt ^ TiJt vmft I 

TRsm izRiwT.fWfvT 3nf^ TRTlr qr 
# ^ cnw vnft«?r ^ RFRif ^ ?;Y^ ^^c^t 

^ ^ ^ vHRft ^ 1 snfHipi 3^^R^^ TR aiR ^ 

^fTT 5*1 *i<il % ^ *i^n Sff^nU ^pRTPT ^PTR H'^dil 

9Trf^ WT ^ ^ WTT eft ^ Rm ft TFT t I 

% an^ aft # ^ ara arra^ Hyld)! ^ w 

TJWJ T9»t flft JRfJTT 7|5t TTUT3T ^ T^t^ITTT ftiRT # aftr ^ 
TTO Tnnrt wt arwr ^ ^ tft 11 

(Vl) TRTR^€t^TR3TTTTftTfTT% ^ ^ 
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THE GAZETfE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III —Sec. 4] 


^ ^ xnFT % OTtrm ^ wff 10 

irm ^ ththt ^ ^ ^ # I 

(vijp wTj?^ ^ tutht % ^ % TRu 

^ TR 3rR tJt Xl^ XR 4t ^ TT^ % srfrrf^ 

3F^ WPT^ zrm ?fTxj ttxj xrft wn ^ ^ 

«Rcn % %f^xR3rRt$tTTcTXf>1g>t^ 
sr^f^ % TPPTR I OT-14 % 

arcPicT TRjrtcTT WR ^ ^ 3TT9Tir Rff CIT I 

cTOnf^r, w 3TR ^ WTR 5ETiff ^ ^Fm 
^jncTR % RT TFT ^ I 

^TTTcFT ^ 3rCR TTf^ TR f^m ^crlTF'^TT (Ro^Jp 
qoTTo) ^ im ^ 4 3THTW XR XTBR Pl^lchX XR 

3nT ^ XJcT ) ^ xJjI 6R?n % XJTrR f1^ 

ZTIc^t 3Tfrrf^ STR % ^ ^ TTF^rf^ 

Ztm x|jt eft xpft% XR XR ^ TRf^ t I 

(viii) fRsftfii WR ^ ?Tr ^ 3R^ 

WHdl ( STR Htj'lTt)T3ft ffTTT ) TRR fWxj vTlft % fc^ XR 

anr 4t xj^ ^ qviHTf %crT xfttxrt, ^ xr anr 4t xrt xjft 
Yn?rs3c<P ^ rxrt ^ vjn^ arfS^icr ttrr % ctth 
^in xfTT^ xiF arf^TxpTT mx^T ip^ tor I 
6. XR anr xft xr anr^ % TReftr PiHf^(^T?T 

JT^ f > 

(i) XTF XR> arfecftxi t I^TTP^ XRJ 3IcR 





[MFl 111—73^4] 
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TR?M fTFR 5T?T zcpmn % \ 5^T» 

T^T €t TTFTT^ Tiamj mm m!=fm cipj;^ ^ 
?ramT I 

(ii) ^^se^rt: ^Prf?^ra "mr^ % iT^ tft 

^ ^ ^im % ^HtTR 7|^ TIvT 

sfcPT TR5#cn yrrtR % cttct me ?3^ ^ 

srem ^ I ^-4 7 !^ 

TTftRpRir % % 3T^[m7 ^ mrem 7j>t 

f^TTi^r arm melf % 'mT«f^ira> jraioR afrr 

ar^am cTPRilf' % amiR q? me ?jc^ mnm 
we 11 we mm ^ qm^rr aft? ar^am 

wref* qn 3T%rm 'mrerte q#qht ^ aiwrfF' 
f?Ff^ qq tft ^ 5 Ht mrft ^^^ tft^T we ?r>ft 
JWR ersJ ^ WRft % m? ^ tJTTrrft I 

era -4 qft rniem qit mrq ?ft 5 ^ 

q>?TWim 4t ^ w?ftm wr 4)t at^arr % 
arf^ ?Tm?2r ^^J?T m? w 11 a t H rf^Tf) 
^ we qm?1r m f^rm? e ftw mrq eft 
me % qt9T ftr gfe aft? qy tr tr ftt em 
irmd 45t elF^t % q?Toi? Ftm - ttcp me iqcm % 
aft? ^;?rft ^ we qm?if 4> I 
(iil) % arr^ aft ^ Tj?? % WTer?m ^ g??RT 
qft mr w^ft mftfijy e^tft ffte fttmn ft? fftr^ q^rtr 
fftjtr f I 

5 ^ wn? 4t aft €t qmw> % wt^ % 
WTF?m ^ ftt gcRT qft RT w^ft f^TWJT mT?m 
mp t ^ 3ft ^ qf^fttmwj ar^ erftt wm % q?mcr 
wrm iftftt t aft? 4t aft €t qmwj wtr ?TaTR eft 
arqft em ?eift f I e?Tft) fftqf^ 5 ?r ft wft 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA ; EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III— Sec. 4] 


%cT Tp tpr ffm ^ an? 

Tj?T ^fTtiPT ^ 3raTO*ft # I 

(iv) HF an^rvw ^ t % ms fp?w jwr 

TimRj ms vtm ^ H I nitt arrwmw 

% ^IF ai?FT ^ I 

(v) 17 H ittt tft qr gvfi^ uSt WF ^ 'PRhrr m ^ 

?ramT 

^ WR arafSr 11 ^ % srt pwtrFisrt 

sm Tjxmrn Tif^ TR TfTT tft ^ aiftff^ a?m uvt 
'vrar?R ^rTTra* ^ ^ ft^ 4 ^ 

TP^ Fit armytraRT ^ I urft ^iF ^ tpt?t 
F^ % wm ^ ^ aim F?t 

FTgcT: ^HFfidl FITR % ^ 14 ^ f^lf^ 

ai^MT t % 3Rr WFJR 4)1 ^atufR 4?^^ I 
nft" ^ 14 ^ PTRmrdf 4yt ^ 4 % nm 
(awt?r • w ^g<f?R imRlf ^ ^«t ^ ri^ afr? 

2RHR % argriR yf^TJipfl -FRmlvdH ftmr rfrT ) 

% ?n®I xHW 4FT vinj ^ 4F yMi«C Ft 4TPRT ftl mCTJFFI 
yfm 'arm sml^iait' sm $%4) ti%?t ^ z^rm 
% ar^piTR TRTiflvdH % 3ittr«ft^ F^ I 

(Vi) f^iFTT % F?r ?i4^ ^ % 4m jrf?r CR 45t rtri 

% vIT^ 4T^ afNri v^ tR %IT ttit ^iTiift 

% mRT SmiR 47 Flr^ 3W4fT %4R XR3n74tTTH/TRtit# 
TJR % 4)Fft % ^miR 47 F^A, f^TR^rf^ ?tt4 447VT 4FT«njyf 

f :- 

(4)) 44441 7F^ 4)t amfSl % FtTPT 4>t 

WIT % 44) arcT4 4^ 4)t 4^ ^ I 







[MTnni— 11^43 


MTOl ■«KT TTJTO ; 
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(38r) wrt^RT f^nrt^r ahr 'm 

fJimr ^hrt # I 

(n) 3Tra^ aiqf R gR T ^ ^irt ttit aiR 

tft tt^ ^ Mv iq y f ^ 3TRr jtrt ^ % 

<|RFIT I 

?PT ?ft?T w«ii1r it »TTc^ Ficn itkr 

^ TnrRT % fSipETR^TfhT arrar^ ^;5 ct 

TT^ ^inTif^ ^PFTRT ^ 9rrf^ vfTnjnr 3lk grraft 
#»n ^5>Tnt 

cT^THR dtft ^ft I 

(vii) <Rf yftcn ifmR % ^ ^ ^ ^ # 

1^?R^ WRI ^ '^*TdR 3ik f^TR^l ^ ^sJT^ A 

ulTTT TfRlA Sr^WT If I 3IR TJR ^ 

^ If I ^ TT^H^ ^ ^ ^ ^5fR7 

ZJRRT f^^I RR -q ^ ^ ^ t^RPR ^R ^TT^TT ^ t 

f^l5 ^PTT ^ TRTRl TEl^f TRITR^ RTOcT ^ TRRT A TTlf^ 

'STR 3RTcn 'T^ I 

(viii) *j 5 ^i;i n f r 3iA^ strict f^ffW ^ ^ ^ ^f 

^ IfrnR % 3T^^ TTHR ^TT^ ^ A 

a r ^jfi nr rth 1 1 ♦j^ri 3rrg A 

?TRI^ RFifT inTR 1^ ^ ^RROT fTm TRT ^ €t 

STRT ^ ?JFnft ^IdR ^ Ft^ % M9dTd Mic^jc^b TWR 
R^PTT ^ foR fcRiR f<fmt ^TRT 1 
(ix) xpriRT ^ ^ ^ trst ^ arRT Trann ^ 

A Tpirte At^ AA^ vtmi ^ ^fR^rr fVn ^ 

^TF cpM 3R ^ ^ f^RIT W 

^ 5^^ FVn tRilffcb A 5TT ^TT*Tc^ ^ ^ ^IRR A 

TRte ^bR?zn#t ^ 7|f |f I 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III— Sec 4] 


^ ^ ^mcTT t 

eft 0rw?^ramF{TrR str ^ arraign ^pr ^ ^ 

^ W^i'OeTT <bT% ^ Ftm I 

(X) TTF WTT aiaiciT 

Ft^ ziTc^t aiRR^ ^ qrer fair I ^ f^R 

^ % aiPfr^ ^ t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ afk ^ 

^ % arrar^if i\ Ftm # fti aRtrf^ni? ^ ^ ^ I 

(Xi) 'cTm T?‘ % VW ^ f^^TFU 12 feTW,95 % 

31^^ 3%+3% aiHftRT f^lMr ^ 3RKPT ^ a?TTi%3Rip ^ | 

^ ?Tm % 12% Tn^wpT % 

?T Mm^<p ipR ^ ar^%cT #, im 2ntr^ ^ncTR ^ # 

^ TTVFiT ^ ^ nw ^ 1 

^ f^if^ ^fmH trresqc^ ^ tturt % 

^ ^ ^ Ft T?^>?n 35XrT PT'graJ^ TR THT €t 4?t 

^ PfW t I ^ ^ ^ Fteft ^ T?Tf aCR tft 

^ ^flcTR ^ WFIeTT ^ ^ TfPTcT # I 

7. ^JiT^FW / ^ ^ f^FTfcf^cT ^ 

an^ f > 

(i) ulrrT ft) arR 4t TTeT % ^ft? W ft? ^ 

?TlftWI ^fR^ % IcT^ ft^ft ^ZRR^T ^ I FTTftn? TTRTRI PWI 3lt7 
HHtj) RRn H^t ft)'^ ^ I 

(il) fi*iy ft~ d T wm 4 ftftr^ jnemn ^ ftrafr^n ft^n w I I 
>F^ arr^^ ^ ^ v?n Trar^ I ^ 4 ftVft qrivjc^ ^ trht 



[VFT III~T3r^4] 


rnff ■JfiT ’tnm ; 
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^ # I \m\^ EnesTjc^f) % teu i^tct. 

?sTn];^ Ft viFiTt I 

(iii) % 3n^ srt ^ tjcT % ^ goRT ^ # 

TTT ^ ^ f^trFTNTTT ^II^R!^T ^ ^ I 3tk 
TRfftR wnrr A Tnft ^ srt 

Ht2r?eTT3tf ^ # I 

(iv) art PRT??Ry % % wjt gcRT ?ptr ift 

^ 3 f%rcT ^ f ift art ^ tf€ n em > ^ TRrfM ^ ?2nf5^ 

Ft?TT t, ^RT5T arm wm # artr ^ 

# vJRffe Tj»T arrr ^ ^ ^ ^ Rif^iR rPI 

t, ^ arnr s:rg<?T ^ ^rR?n, trf^^cflRR ^ngcr; f^mtitTm f 
al^ FTT% a rfitf^ f ff i^^\^ % gncTR ^ i I 

(v) FTT^ ^ 4 ^ Tp^RT ^ TrI^ 

# I W T gtiR WR ^ ^ 5 ^ STH 4t tT^ ffHT ^ TTO ?RT^ 
% g»RR ^ #1^6 RCTJFZiy 3tt7 Ft?T jrr ^ 

^T»mT giRH ^ f^r^ c^ ^ ^ ^ ^ TR^m # I ^ 

6 ^ TR TR tft BHT ar^ffR^iRRif) -gfcmTart % weitcr aft? 
arg?am % f^roTR ^ ^ iRnftrift f%^r»ic^ m tifrr 

#1 


h i orhI ^ ??T argjTRm ^ tr an? 4^ xtct # w rrrt 
fit*sn=r^ Rnft ^ ?ra^ nnt?1 ^ w^jc^ # 
RnR ^ ^ I [fil e? %nT vTnRT I tr tR ^ 'oRm ^ift 
HR T cMH nf ^ ?R%T ^Tcr ^ ?IF |ft TftIRT # % tf? F?7 

nm^ n? eng ^ ?t^ onlrf^ ^zIwrT^^ f^rytft?T ^ n^ # I 

^HHiftd i ?mR ^ f^mf^ Ptf^iui aft? hr^r'i ^ rr ^ 
gi? nF f^nftn f^Unr rrt ft ^ tiit Mf^nVHi % 
TRj TTRRi enw Ftnr I 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA . EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III —Sec. 4] 


(Vi) ^ ^ 

zq^rwT, ar# ^ ^^ 

^ 3RI ^RT^If I ^ ^ 

(IJFT ?1PR ^ ^ RTTJ lit Wl! % ^ ^ ^ ^ 

ftTTT I 

(vii) n*i»i t t TT ftnR ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 'srrn^ v^ 

TJ5^ TTin # 1 IRlttm WR ^ TP! 3IR ^ TJH ^ 

it^^^ ■m«!firTRTT' ^HRmr 

^ ^ Tpr 3TR 4t TI^ *TRTcRT?*R> ^tUT ^ I 

^!T!9ft?n wm % ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ 

% snrft TRf^ ^ WR' ^ ^ ^ ‘ iR#m 

xrf^ ^m^l lTT IIRT 3PlW ^ ^ TRSftm W^R ^ TpT STR ^ ^ IH^ 
Tir^ flrn tsn^ ^ ^ wwr # I jmif irwTsrf % 
^ %m( ifrt ^rrqi! ^ ^ xpr str ^ ^ 

TR Tpr ^ ^ siftR TR ^ sfmr 11 W^ ^ 

aRT TRtWT3fr tR SIR 

tSt TI?f % TfFT ^RFRt ^ SniRR Tm w ^ SrairfrUR 

ftmr RRT If I ^ m ^ 3,lMt<ix(^btn f\ ^ I ^ 
^ ^qeRJ ?t lit Tft lit WTTfr ^ TR.3!R.tSt.TTcT. 3RI 

A» 

TR^TRSlt ffRT ?Tr% B^RR % 1!1F^ ^ 

Tiitij i^nr ^trtit vsm^tp 3r 3!®rt I^irr 

isiR ^ TRRij arm ^ ^ ^ f^ rctjotij ^ wrr 

^ ^ 3!R Tfit ?TTfteT ^ TfR^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ IT* ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ pnfrn ^ in^ TRt ^wn^Rl ^ ^ ^ ^ 

(tttr^^hr^ 1 aik iRFfRi?rrR* ^ 14^^^ 





[MFI 111—^0^4] 
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^ rtr vfVR % vTOtTT ^ ^ ^tnSt wm aim ^ ^ 
^ 3nn ^ vTnr^ I xft % xim sir tjipi % 

•ftirW ?r?' 3rt7 aRT vwW r a tf % yt W RT % 4!ir 3RR 
art? f^rsn^ ^ ^ mfiftiUt 

^ Terf^r^cr ^ 1^ I 

(viii) TO 4 T«rer ^ ^ trift ^ 1^ vinTTPjpw Tr»TRlf ^ 
^nftw ^ c^rw ar^^ ’qff^wrnft 

fw i ^ t oTH fSi^T winrTT I ^ v^ ^ TOtn ?i»T% ^^^ ^ win^ 
t?7 f2»^ o^^^wT VI w? ^ vnj; ftjTj an^ % vt ^ 

TO (vii) ^ ^rP^RT fulfil ^ HiR ^ ^sfT TO ^ iiF 

areij f ^vgffii ^ fiR ftfl^ q igq cv TTtfHT ^ ^ cWt ^ 

(ix) ^ ^ ^ ^ fe^>7^ ftj % an^ art ^ Tjci arv^r ^ 

tTl?T TTO WHRt VT ^n?inT arr ?fT It awv ansr 4t ^ tort 
^n?TH v^ % fM wm t, ^ ^ TmtfjR tjit an? 4t tjct 

^ tjt?T 3FTO IWRt VT gfRTH V^ ^ TOl(t ^iJt t, TOI»t 
anti^ mlt # ftr ^ ^M’dHt w ig?v PRKt ^ nro ^ 

yirf^iv H|Ff fW arr # I 

(X) ^ftrv # v4t arerar ?TaRT % ^ tr tr 4t ^ 

% ^ ^ y p^t v Tf ^ ftnn aiT TO?TT I ^ trf^tftapn % q(HNwt 
^i5t ^ ^ a#Ei VT #ft ^En%iT I ift f^if^ 7n ^T^> VT 
TO^ ftn? ^ »T!^ ^ xpr an? 4t T»v ^ WT # ftj 

arnl art ^ wet ^ Rif^ affrot ^ vl^ v^ nn^jn ^ ?Wt ^ alt? 
^ ^ ^ ^ Trate attv^ ^ ai?qto gfe nr^ft^tl 
(xi) fif^vi? TOrftdT irm ^ nf^taRT % iftn ?to art? 

vnff ?TO ^ wmt % Bnr Tfv aRn rt^ar f^ratf^Ti %vn 
nmttlTRTj^Trtt^t^^tvti^ ^%TO!T f^vni?T nr*! 9t ?rv?tt 
?Pitf% ?R??i tR VT TOitn ?j^ nf^'ifRfrnit n? ^rrvr ?^nftR?i 
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THE GAZETTC OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY [Part III— Sec, 4J 


v?nT?nT J m ^ 

tr»T 3?N ift IJTT ^ 3fr m ^ ^ST^uTT <iTT 

TT# arfinp ^ qf^fr«if^^ 

Tfti wter 3if?y»i^ gjT^ ^ titt tft ^ ^ 3icqf^jxj> wm 
9nT Tnp?n «it I 

8. 3rR!?T: 3<k xjxi^ xiiT^ ^ ^ fili n g R- q? ^ mj trijn 

Mxr f?|RiT vJTHT ^ ;- 

(i) ^ ^ ^ f^RrtXT TWR W7T 

?nRT trrtT TTO THTRlf Wt Slrf^lN fi»vqT XJ^Rrqr | 

(ii) sF^r jRTRPT^ilf ffm ^ v^ % ^ar^Rr ^ aifSm 
xrmiFR <?rmflli % xjTTcpTT I 

(lii) tthhI g5t wn ^ xjtt^ 

^ 3fh5>^ ^ XRT STR ^ X?oT % ^rfcrf^ 3F2T JTRT 

RR ^ gjt ^ Rlf^TR %XTT RR^r I 

9. 0fwfter ^ ^ TR ^ f^MT^cT 4 

f^TRfcff^ f^Rtti f :- 

(i) ^ ^ gJt qf^qlvH^i ^ WTP^ omRT 

^ Tjq XRT tft ^ cRfRR SRr% o^ I 

(ii) ^ ^ qf^X^RT ^ #5Ter TRTT qRRq cRt f^TeRT 
^ ^ Rqr vrTRm 3fR ^ TRRT STR q^t Mq 

E?reqjcq> ^ qiqqT % fcR yirftvr qTRqr I 

(iii) ^ v?t^ q>T qq)n 2nc^ ^ qarqiRir q? trr 
I 

(iv) '3RJ qqiqjTsili' srt q^ ^ % xjqrrtq ^ STfSm 

’TTvJR?! qjt ( ^ ) qxTTRq cRTcTf % TRnTlf^TcT fciRT ^RR I 

(V) Rcr?pp qfi qxqqr ^ f%ff^ %i7 rt^ rc^ 

3ffqr3lr ^ qq sTR xft TjR % 3ffrrf>Tf> 3rq qsRq^ ZTRT qrqr 
qqr ^q> ^ xnTf%^ qjRqr l 
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vrot -sfii TTsm : 


10. xrf^TnTFRT: 3lk ^pr ^ €1 

arrr w-f^^cT ^ndsjc^ vnnr thw ylm I 

TJ^ tJt 3{k iq-JT STR IJcT g1^ ^ TRTTF ^ ^^TTcft # 

TTTT Blrtvlf ^ 3r^^ TT^ ^ ^ ^ ^ I cTT^m 

TTmc^ ^ ?n^ ■thi'4i)i#t % TT^^ TTTf Tft ^ 71^ t^tt ^ i 


T^H. ^TWT, 37Gq?J 
[f^?m/III/lV/3=raT,/143/98/] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 

NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, tlic 30th November, 1998 


No. MF/NMPT/56/97-TAMP.— exercisG of the powers conferred by Section 48 
of the Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major 

Ports hereby notifies fixation of final wharfage for the New Oil Jetty at the New 
Mangalore Port Trust, as in the Schedule appended hereto. 
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Schedule 


The New Mangalore Port Trust (NMPT) Applicant 


Ws 

Mis. Mangalore Refinery & Petrochemicals Ltd. ... Non-Applicant 

ORDER 

(Passed on this 27th day of October, 1998.) 

This case relates to a proposal from the New Mangalore Port Trust (NMPT) 

' for fixation of final wharfage charges for the New Oil Jetty for the year 1996-97. 

2. Consideration of this proposal will involve retrospective fixation of a tariff. It 
has been the Authority’s stand that its orders shall ordinarily be only prospectively 
applied. Accordingly, the Authority had been unwilling to entertain proposals 
involving retrospective fixation of tariffs. But, in consultation with the Ministry of 
Law, the Ministry of Surface Transport had advised that the Authority would legally 
be able to -fix tariffs even retrospectively. Acting on this advice, the Authority 
proceeded to process this case for a final decision. 

3. The salient features of the project relating to the construction of thjs New Oil 
Jetty are as follows; 

(i). The Jetty has been constructed as a dedicated facility for the MRPL. 
The MRPL will have exclusive access to it. 
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(ii) . The title to the asset will rest with the NMPT. The MRPL will only play 

a lead role in getting the project executed. 

(iii) . The project cost was R8.231.39 crores. The MRPL invested Rs.30 

crores out of its funds. And, it had arranged funds up to Rs.201.39 
crores from a consortium of banks/financial institutions led by the 
Shipping Credit and Investment Co. of India Limited. 

The loan was secured by a charge on the properties acquired by the 
NMPT from out of the funds. The MRPL had offered to guarantee the 
loans if so required by the Lender. The MRPL has also, offered 
second charge on its properties to secure the loans. 

The MRPL has further offered to give advances to the NMPT as a 
cash flow facility to meet its debt servicing liabilities. 

(iv) . To ensure proper repayment of loans, all payments from the MRPL 

for the use of the project facilities will be deposited in an escrow 
account; and, the Lender has been given the first right to utilise the 
deposit amount towards repayment of loan and interest due, 

(v) . The wharfage charges payable by the MRPL to the NMPT will be 

computed with special reference to the factors stipulated in clause'4 
of the MOD. 

The \wharfage charge so determined has to be subject to yearly 
review and consequent adjustment depending on the tonnage 
involved. 

(vi) . In addition to wharfage charges, the MRPL vwll pay to the NMPT such 

other charges as may be payable for specific services rendered. 

(vii) . 




Although the Jetty has been constructed exclusively for the MRPL, in 
case of its availability for use by others, it can bo so assigned in 
consultation with the MRPL. But, bearing in mind the intended 
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exclusiveness of access, the MRPL’s requirement will, at all times, 
have priority over all other requirements, 

(viii). After repayment of the loans, the NMPT will charge only the normal 
wharfage. 

4. The case involves three contentious issues to be resolved before the 
wharfage for 96-97 can be determined retrospectively; 

(i) . Whether vessel-related charges shall be taken into account while 

computing the special wharfage charge for the Mew Oil Jetty. 

(ii) . Whether revenue earned through uso of the New Oil Jetty by others 

shall be adjusted against operating costs. 

(iii) . Whether the traffic figure, to be reckoned with for computatioi . o.e 

special wharfage charge, shall include also the traffic generated by 
parties other than the MRPL. 

5. In support of their proposal, and with reference to the contentious issues 
cited above, the NMPT have made the following submissions: 

(i) . Calculation of whanage is different from credit into the escrow 

account. The escrow account is being operated strictly in accordance 
with the MOL). 

(ii) . Calculation of wharfage is done as per provisions in clause-4 of the 

MOU. 

It is not envisaged in the MOU to give credit of vessel-related income 
to this calculation. 

It has to be recognised that in a port ‘cost centres’ are different for 
different activities. For the 'whanage cost centre’, vessel-related 
charges are nowhere taken into account. In fact, in a meeting 
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between the AS&FA (of MOST) and the MD (of MRPL), this point was 
specifically agreed upon. 

(iii) . The MRPL has specifically agreed to pay vessel-related charges 

separately as per clause-5. 

And, this income is being regularly credited to the escrow account in 
accordance vwth the MOD, 

(iv) . The vessel-related charges were fixed several years ago and are 

overdue for revision. They cannot, therefore, be exactly related to the 
cost of service. 

(v) , The wharfage calculation does not include all operating expenditure 

as claimed by the MRPL. Expenditure items like operation and 
maintenance of crafts and launches, pilotage, navigational aids, fire 
fighting equipment, etc., are not included in the calculation of 
wharfage since vessel-related charges are calculated separately. 

Even on items like buoys, lighting, dredging, etc., basic costs are not 
included, only inaemental costs are reckoned vwth. In a green field 
situation, the MRPL would have had to pay a lot more in respect of 
these items. Strictly speaking, therefore, they are benefiting 

The other captive user, like KIOCL, has accepted a similar type of 
calculation of wharfage and is paying vessel-related charges 
separately. 

(vi) . The NMPT has lost its cargo from import of POL and revenue to the 

tune of Rs 10 crores per year due to the commissioning of MRPL 
This loss is not being reckoned v/ith by the NMPT at all. 

(vii) . Calculation of traffic generated by parties other than MRPL/HPCL in 

the total tonnage of the jetty for computation of wharfage will amount 
to passing on an undue benefit to the MRPL for use of idle capacity at 
the Jetty. This was not the intention of the MOU under clause-14 
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However, such income is being utilised for repayment of loans. 

In fact, in a meeting with the AS&FA (of MOST), the MD (of MRPL) 
had agreed not to claim the additional income flowing from usage of 
idle capacity of the Jetty, as the Jetty belongs to the NMPT. 

(viii). The condition in the MOU that the MRPL shall be consulted for use 
(by others) of idle capacity of the Jetty cannot give a right to the 
MRPL to claim benefit of the revenue realised therefrom in the 
computation of the special wharfage. 

6. In support of their stand, the MRPL have made the following submissions:- 

(i) . This is a unique case having a special arrangement prescribed by a 

separate MOU. The NMPT cannot, therefore, apply normal practices 
or standards. 

(ii) . Under the separate MOU, a different method for computing wharfage 

charges has been agreed upon primarily to ensure that the NMPT will 
be in a position to meet its repayment obligations in the loan 
agreement. Therefore, clause-4 must be interpreted in accordance 
with the intention of the parties which is clearly to calculate wharfage 
based on, inter alia, the ‘actual operation and maintenance costs'. In 
normal parlance, ‘actual operation and maintenance costs' will mean 
the ‘actual outflow minus the inflow Therefore, all vessel-related 
charges which are realised by the NMPT shall be set off against costs 
incurred. If a different interpretation were to be given to clause-4, this 
will result in the NMPT realising revenues in excess of that 
contemplated by the MOU. Further, if vessel-related charges are not 
considered, it will inflate the burden of wharfage and will amount to a 
double recovery of the charges by the NMPT - one through wharfage 
and the other through vessel-related charges. 

(iii) . The example of the KIOCL is not comparable because they have no 

special funding arrangements. 
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Likewise, the example of a BOT operator case is also not comparable 
for the reasons that BOT projects last for a much longer period and 
that BOT operators retain the entire revenue. In this case, on the 
contrary, the MRPL pay towards the repayment even when all 
proprietary interests are retained by the NMPT. 

(iv) . The special wharfage charge need not necessarily be higher than the 

normal wharfage charge. Only, it shall necessarily be different 
therefrom. 

(v) . The NMPT cannot add ‘return on investment’ to the calculation of 

wharfage because there is a two-year moratorium on repayments. 
There need be no doubt about adjusting against 'operating cost’ the 
additional income realised by the NMPT from use by 'others’ of the 
New Oil Jetty. It is relevant to note here that the MOD does not 
exclude such income. In fact, clause-14 of the MOU actually 
contemplates a situation that other parties will be using the Jetty. 

If the provisions of clause-14 are read along with the relevant portion 
of clauso-4 (viz., “the wharfage charges will be subject to yearly 
review and consequent adjustment depending on the tonnage 
involved"), it will be clear that the wharfage charge will be subject to 
adjustment depending on the total tonnage including the traffic 
generated by 'others’. 

(vi) . With reference to the dispute about whether the traffic figure to be 

considered for calculation of wharfage per tonne shall be on the total 
tonnage of the cargo handled at the Jetty or only on the tonnage of 
the cargo beic iging of the MRPUHPCL, the following three factors 
are significant; 

(a) . A separate method has been prescribed for computation of 

wharfage charge during the period the loans are outstanding. 

(b) . The special wharfage charge is required to be adjusted 

depending on the tonnage involved. 
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(c). Availability of the idle capacity of the dedicated infrastructural 
facility for use by others in consultation with the MRPL. 

These three factors clearly demonstrate that the traffic figure to be 
considered for calculation of the wharfage charge shall take Into 
account the totaUonnage of cargo handled at the berth arxl shall not 
be confined only to the tonnage of the cargo belonging to the 
MRPLyHPCL. 

(vii). Reference to provisions in ttie MOU requiring payment of vessel- 
related charges and their credit in the escrow account are not 
relevant. The MRPL has never refused such payments. Credit of 
such revervje to the escrow account is not in dispute. What is to be 
considered is whether such revenue is being reckoned or not for 
working out ‘operating cost’. 

(viii) Realisation of depreciation and reserves enrich the NMPT unduly 
during the period when charges are realised as per MOU. 
Depreciation being a charge towards realisation of cost of the asset 
'over its useful life, it ought to be considered by the NMPT for 
computation of the wharfage charge only after repayment of loans is 
completed. 

(ix) The NMPT cannot take the stand that it will be difficult to allocate 
vessel-related charges relevant only to the New Oil Jetty. Even if this 
has not been done hithertofore, the NMPT shall be willing to do it as 
they are dealing with a unique agreement in this case. 

If such a direction is given by the Tariff Authority, then, if necessary, 
the MRPL will be willirig to assist the NMPT to do the allocation. 

(x) It is not correct to say that the NMPT has suffered a loss of traffic or 
earnings therefrom. Figures relating to the IOC berth show that there 
has been no reduction; and, figures relating to the Now Oil Jetty show 
that there has been an enormous increase. 
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(xi). In respect of 'rate of return', even the 3% + 3% contribution towards 
reserves is objectionable in terms of their letter dated 12 December 
95. 

The disclaimer about a 12% provision for the return on investment is 
factually inaccurate; there i^ a component of repayment of loan which 
introduces an element of double-counting. 

In any case, repayment of loan cannot be an item for calculating 
wharfage. As borrower, the NMPT has to arrange for funds. If there 
is shortage of funds, the MRPL has agreed to give liquidity 
assistance. 

7. From an analysis of the information available/gathered, the following points 
emerge; 

(i) . As has been stressed by the MRPL, there is a special arrangement 

governing this case. Nomrial practices and standards cannot, 
therefore, be automatically applied. 

(ii) . Specific provisions are stipulated in the MOU. They cannot be 

overlooked. Clause-4 relates to computation of a special wharfage. 
This signifies that normal wharfage considerations will not 
automatically apply. 

(iii) . Comparison with the KIOCL model is not valid because it does not 

contain a special funding arrangement as this case does. And, all the 
clauses in reference of the MOU relate to special arrangements for 
repayment of loan. 

(iv) . Comparison with a BOT-operator-model is also not valid because a 

BOT operator possesses title to the properties, collects all incomes 
and pays only a royalty; whereas the MRPL has no title to the assets, 
collects no incomes, has virtually funded the project, and in addition, 
pay for the services too. 
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(v) . Clau8e-4 of the MOU relates to computation of the special wharfage. 

Clause-5 of the MOU relates to payment by the MRPL of vessel- 
related charges. Clause-6 relates to credit of all payment of wharfage 
and vessel-related charges into the escrow account. Clause-6 
provides for withdrawal by the NMPT of airraunts from the escrow 
account for operation and maintenance of the infrastructural facilities. 

This sequencing of provisions lends credence to MRPL's 
interpretation that vessel-related charges shall be reckoned with for 
computing the special wharfage. 

The NMPT argument about the concept of ‘cost centres', valid as it 
may be, cannot apply to this case because of the special 
an^ngements stipulated. In the light of the specific and special 
provisions incorporated in the MOU, it has to be held that there will be 
one common ‘cost centre’ for the project of the New Oil Jetty. 

(vi) . Another factor bolstering this assumption is the inclusion of cost of 

depreciation of floating crafts, cost of fire fighting equipment, 
expenditure on buoys / lighting / capital dredging, etc., in the 
computation of the special wharfage charge. That only incremental 
(and, not basic) costs are added does not alter the significance of the 
computation. 

(vii) . The MOU describes the New Oil Jetty as a 'dedicated' Jetty. 

According to the MOU, the MRPL has not just 'priority' but 
‘exclusiviness’ of interest in it. This shows MRPL’s major ‘operational 
interest’ in the new Jetty. 

Accordingly to the MOU, the MRPL has accorded ‘second charge’ on 
its properties for the loans taken. The MOU even provides for 
‘guarantee by MRPL if so required by the Lenders’. Also, the MRPL 
is expected to give advances to the NMPT to facilitate repayment of 
instalments in case of cash flow problems. This shows, MRPL’s 
significant ‘financial interest’ in the new Jetty. 
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The provision about consultation with the MRPL for use of the new 
Jetty by others has to be seen in this backdrop. In other words, it will 
not be a mere formality. Even if the Jetty is available, for good 
reasons, the MRPL may not agree to its use by others. 

One such reason can be a dispute about not charging the appropriate 
rate or not crediting the revenue earning to the escrow account or not 
reckoning vi/ith such earnings in the computation of the special 
wharfage. 

This reasoning will lead to the inevitable conclusion that all parties 
using the new Jetty shall uniformly be subjected to the regimen of the 
special arrangement. And, in terms of clause-14 of the MOU, all of 
the revenue earnings from all such uses of the new Jetty shall be 
credited to the escrow account. 

The NMPT will have no discretion to make fine distinctions between a 
‘special rate’ for the MRPL and a 'normal rate’ for others and make 
credits in the escrow account accordingly. 

(viii). Claused clearly states that the wharfage charge will be subject to 
yearly review and consequent adjustment depending on the tonnage 
involved. Read with the position described in (vii) above about all 
parties using the new Jetty being uniformly subjected to the regimen 
of the special arrangement, this clause leads to the unambiguous 
conclusion that, in the computation of the special wharfage, the total 
tonnage of the entire traffic at the New Oil Jetty shall be taken into 
account. 

(ix). The observations of the NMPT that the KIOCL is paying vessel- 
related charges separately, or that the MRPL agreed to pay them are 
not relevant because, the MRPL has not refused to pay vessel-related 
charges; they only object to such payments not being reckoned with 
for computation of the special wharfage charge. 
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(x) . The NMPT argument about reduction in traffic or loss of revenue 

cannot be admitted. They should have weighed the pros and cons of 
the project properly. In any case, this contention has unrefutedly 
been challenged; the MRPL has stated that figures relating to the IOC 
berth show no reduction; and, figures relating to the New Oil Jetty 
show an enormous increase. 

(xi) . All in all, the MOU prescribes an insulated package for all activities, 

both vessel-related and cargo-related, of the project. The NMPT 
cannot have a legitimate grievance because all monies will be utilised 
only for redemption of its own title to the assets created. It is relevant 
to recognise that the MRPL could have opted for a BOT model in 
which its terms could have been softer and in which it would have 
taken very much longer for the NMPT to acquire title to the assets 
created. 

8. In the result, and for the reasons given above, the three contentious issues 
have to be decided as follows: 

(i) . Vessel-related charges shall be taken into account while computing 

the special wharfage charge for the New Oil Jetty. 

(ii) . The revenue earned through use of the New Oil Jetty by others shall 

be adjusted against operating costs. 

(iii) . The traffic figure, to be reckoned with for computation of the special 

wharfage charge, shall include also the traffic generated by parties 
other than the MRPL. 

9. Flowing from the conclusions listed above, the following decisions emerge in 
respect of the issues in contention; 

(i). There shall be one common ‘cost centre’ for the project of the New Oil 
Jetty: and, the NMPT shall maintain its accounts accordingly. 
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(ii) . All the revenue eaned through the project of the New Oil Jetty shall 

be credited to the escrow account; and, all such income shall be 
taken into account for computation of the special wharfage. 

(iii) . All parties using the New Oil Jetty shall be subjected to the same 

terms and conditions. 

(iv) . The revenue earned through the use of the New Oil Jetty by ‘others’ 

shall (also) be adjusted against operating costs. 

(v) . The traffic figure, to be reckoned with for computation of special 

wharfage charge, shall include also the traffic generated by parties 
other than the MRPL, 

10. In the result, and for the reasons given above, the Authority does not find it 
possible to approve the wharfage charge proposed by the NMPT. Both the NMPT 
and the MRPL are advised to jointly rework the calculations along the lines 
indicated. The case is accordingly remitted to the NMPT for further action. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
[Advt./III/IV/Exty/143/981 
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